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Minutes
Executive Committee
Academic Senate, University of Dayton
September 30, 2022
SM113B, 10-11:30am
Present: Joanna Abdallah, Paul Benson, Sarah Cahalan (Secretary), Anne Crecelius (Vice
President) [by phone], Jennifer Dalton, Wiebke Diestelkamp, Samuel Dorf (President), Jay
Janney, Camryn Justice, Grant Neeley, Chris Roederer, Todd Uhlman, Kathleen Webb
Excused: Philip Appiah-Kubi
Guests: Erin O’Mara Kunz and Margie Pinnell

Opening
● Call to order
● Opening prayer/meditation – Jay Janney [Prayer/Meditation signup
here]
● VOTE: Approval of minutes from 9/23/22 ECAS meeting [Attached].
Approved by unanimous consent.
Announcements
● Next ECAS meeting Friday, October 7, 2022, 10:00-11:30am
● Next ELC Meeting, Monday, October 24, 10:30am-12:00pm,
President’s Suite
● Next Academic Senate Meeting, Friday October 21, 2022 (KU
Ballroom)
● Installation of New Board of Trustees Members and Dinner, October
12, 2022, 5pm
● Learning Teaching Forum 2023 — Contextualizing Education and
Instilling Hope: The Role of the University in Preparing Future
Leaders (CFP here). Proposals due, November 4, 2022.
● CSIT Updates (Benson, Dorf, Crecelius, Webb). CSIT did not meet last
week but updates were shared at September ELC meeting.
Old Business
● DISCUSSION and VOTE were tabled until documents available:
Legislative Concurrence on the Suspension of three MA programs.
See Email from Brad Duncan and three state filing documents:
o Suspension of MA in Experimental Psychology
o Suspension of MA in Clinical Psychology
o Suspension of Master of Financial Mathematics

● DISCUSSION: Senate priorities in AY 22-23 (draft agendas for Fall
meetings)
New Business
● UPDATE and DISCUSSION: SET Policy Drafting (Jay Janney, Erin
O’Mara Kunz and Margie Pinnell)
- Background: significant work last year on SET in multiple Senate
committees and with SGA. Decision to enlist this smaller group to
review SAPC, APC and FAC documents and to recommend next steps.
Charge to evaluate implementation of SET. They present a document
(appended below) to ECAS outlining problems with the existing
documents/processes, biases in SET, and proposed revisions, with the
goal of utilizing SET primarily as a formative tool for faculty.
- How do we reduce the bias in SET? This group brings a list of
inconsistencies in existing documents and proposes revisions
accordingly.
- Robust literature suggests that numeric scores are biased against a
variety of demographic groups (race, gender, accent, etc.).
- If we were willing to forego these numbers for the pandemic, why
can’t we forego numbers from SET for other reasons such as the
disruptions faculty of color may routinely experience?
- Proposal that SET scores no longer be used to allocate merit, though
chairs would still have access to the information.
- SET can be a valuable formative tool for faculty, and gives students a
voice. Recommendation to require faculty members to reflect on
their feedback every semester.
- Concern that the current process inhibits innovative pedagogy.
- Discussion: How the numbers are calculated – problems with the
quantitative analysis methodology of averaging SET scores.
- Discussion: Comments can significantly vary from what the numeric
scores seem to represent. Is there any possibility that we can eliminate
numeric scores?
- Discussion: Numbers can serve a purpose to identify major flags or
occasionally issues of bias impacting faculty in the classroom. Under
this proposal, numbers would be seen by the faculty member and the
chair but would not be included in any documents the chairs provide
to P&T committees. (Concern: will faculty still share their numbers
with the committee in their reflective narrative?)
- Discussion at Senate last year that chairs can and should screen
comments that a particularly discriminatory/egregious. A comment
that rises to a bias incident can go to Equity Compliance. But

requiring chairs to do this in a Senate document might be an issue
since the analysis of what is discriminatory can be objective.
- Discussion: the timeline of receiving SET scores and completing
performance reviews is prohibitive to chairs screening these
comments. But this does create a lag since the reviews do not include
results from the current semester.
- Discussion of alternate models such as a supplied list of possible
comments, disallowing specific vocabulary?
- Discussion: can SET better be used to assess whether a specific class
effectively achieves the identified course outcomes? Some courses
routinely receive low SET scores because they are difficult
foundational classes that prepare students for future work in their
discipline; their value becomes apparent to students years later.
However, the charge to this group did not include proposed changes
to SET questions. The work to change the actual content of SET
questions would be a big (multi-year) project involving numerous
people.
- Discussion: Last year’s SAPC recommendations to administer SET in
class and include vocabulary for how to explain why SET matters,
ongoing work with SGA to promote the purposes of SET. Discussion
of the value of the MID for soliciting and responding to feedback
before we reach the SET.
- Group requests suggestions from ECAS for how/whom to consult
for feedback on this process once there is a proposed revision
document. Listening sessions, unit-level consultation (such as CAS
leadership meetings), Faculty Board all suggested. Outreach needed
soon to deans (since P&T committees are currently revising
documents) to inform them that it’s likely SET numbers will not be
shared with P&T groups when this revision is implemented.
- ECAS is supportive of the direction of these revisions to the use of
SET.
- Tentatively hoping to have listening sessions in November including
faculty and SGA.
● DISCUSSION and POSSIBLE VOTE: Draft Charge to UNRC on
reformatting request form. Approved.
● UPDATE and DISCUSSION: Midterm Progress Report Updates
(Crecelius)
- APC approved a revision to provide midterm letter grades to all
undergraduate students. APC wants to bring this to the Senate with an
implementation plan, possibly in November. Next steps include

-

●
●
●
●

●

consultation with stakeholders for how to make this as simple as
possible for faculty and minimize duplication of effort across systems.
APC also recommends that faculty provide to their classes a note
about how much of the semester grade percentage is represented by
the midterm letter grade (useful for advisors as well).
UPDATE and DISCUSSION: APC updates (Crecelius)
Will be able to present on “Assessing the Assessment of CAP” at the
October Senate meeting.
UPDATE and DISCUSSION: FAC updates (Neeley)
Good progress on combination of NTT policies.
UPDATE and DISCUSSION: SAPC updates (Janney)
Further consultation on student monitoring. Next up, drafting
language for consultation.
DISCUSSION: Feedback regarding conditions for graduate students
on campus, including pay levels and use of campus resources such as
the food pantry. Acknowledgment that these are issues across the
university and across higher education. In addition to other venues,
this should be discussed at the Human Resources Advisory Council.
Reminder about food pantry donations (money or necessary items)
for October 21 Senate meeting.

Future Issues/Items and Recommendations for 2022-2023 ECAS:
● Examine Graduate Student life (with attention to international
students)
● Continue exploring the possibility of transitioning away from
Midterm Grades and towards universal use of the Student Success
Network to provide Midterm Progress Reporting.
● Due to changes in personnel, invite ODI to give an update to ECAS in
Fall 2022
● Continue the conversations on Path/Aviate and Academic Curricula
Collaborations
● Carryout tasks in response to any CSIT recommendations
● SET Charges that need to be completed (see above)
● CAP 5yr Review Changes from first year (see APC report on year one
of CAP 5yr Review). Note that this 156-page report makes a number of
recommendations that require further consultation and Senate
implementation.
● Develop a procedure document for programs, centers, and units for
invited speakers
● Recruitment strategies (ECAS should take tours to understand what
prospective students see)
● Maternity Leave Policy reconciliation with GERF report

●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●
●

Continue discussions and work with provost office on advising
Invite UD Advancement to ECAS in advance of April campaign
launch
Address APC Overburdening and reexamining CAP review and
assessment policies/processes.
FT-NTT Policy revisions that FAC began
Implementation of UPTP for Units and Departments, and reminder
of timeline.
Update on microcredentials (report due at end of Summer to Provost)
Ethics around Proctoring software (spyware/turnitin/lockdown
browser software)
Examining solutions to pressures on Academic Calendar for AY23-24
due to timing of Easter.
Appoint someone to serve on HR Advisory Council in Fall 2022
Appoint someone to serve on Elections Committee in Fall 2022
Appoint someone from CAS and SBA to serve on UNRC starting in
Fall 2022.

Task

Assigned
to

Consultation
Expectation

Work Due

Update

CAP 5yr Review
(year 2)

APC

Multiple

1 April 2023

ECAS
update in
October

Revisions to FTNTT Policies

FAC

Unit Deans, FTNTT Faculty
impacted by
changes,
University
Lecturer
Promotion
Committee,
University
Clinical
Committee

30
November
2022

Evaluation and
Revision of Student
Academics Rights
and Responsibilities
Policy

SAPC

Unit Deans
Offices, Student
Government
Association,
Learning
Teaching Center
Staff

30
November
2022

Midterm Progress
Reports

APC

LTC, Unit
Associate Deans

1 October
2022

Meeting adjourned: 11:35
Respectfully submitted: Sarah Cahalan

Appended text of handout from SET policy group (Jay Janney, Erin O’Mara
Kunz and Margie Pinnell):

Recommended use of SET
I. Inconsistencies in Existing Documents
The language surrounding the use of SET is inconsistent across university documents. Below
are several inconsistencies.
A. Instrument
Student evaluation of faculty should be an integral part of an overall evaluation system that is
used for faculty development purposes. The content, form, and detail of the student evaluation
system may vary, but in general, it should measure and/or identify those general factors of
teaching competence applicable to all faculty members (Faculty Handbook, pg. 35)
Regarding the new SET instrument, developed in 2014, DOC 2014-02 states: “The new SET
instrument proposed by the SET committee should be adopted.” Since then, the university
requires that this SET instrument be delivered by all faculty across the university for each of
their courses.
B. Summative vs. Formative vs. Evaluative
Student evaluations of teaching were never designed to be a summative measure of teaching. A
search of the literature on teaching evaluations also reveals no one who argues in favor of their
being used as a summative measure (DOC 2004-08, pg. 3)
When making final recommendations regarding tenure, the evaluation of faculty teaching must
be based on at a minimum:
1. Student course evaluations for every class the faculty member has taught at the
University of Dayton (DOC 2006-08, pg. 2)
Formative SET procedures are those designed and used primarily for faculty professional
development (DOC 2012-03, pg. 3-4)
DOC 2012-03, pg 2, in II.1. SET for Formal, Evaluative Review Purposes
The evaluation of faculty teaching serves two distinct but related purposes, one administrative
and the other developmental. Administratively, information gathered through the evaluation of
faculty teaching helps faculty and administrators make important personnel decisions primarily
concerning retention, tenure, promotion, and merit. The evaluation of faculty teaching also
serves important developmental purposes: the results help guide faculty toward appropriate

support services and resources. Developmentally, the evaluation of faculty teaching helps
faculty and administrators promote excellent teaching administratively, it helps faculty and
administrators recognize and reward such teaching (DOC 2006-08, pg. 1)
Student evaluation of faculty should be an integral part of an overall evaluation system that is
used for faculty development purposes (Faculty Handbook, pg 35)
While student evaluations can play a useful role in evaluating the teaching abilities of faculty
members, those evaluations are subject to limitations as evaluative tools. Therefore, for
purposes of promotion, tenure, or merit pay adjustments, student evaluations of faculty shall not
be used as the sole criterion for judging a faculty member’s teaching effectiveness (DOC 200408, pg. 2)
II. Biases with SET
A. Factors unrelated to teaching that impact SET Scores
Every type of evaluation has biases. For the SET, there is a continuously accumulating body of
research identifying that SET scores are biased based on the following social and culturally
diverse factors:
● Gender (Boring, 2017; MacNell et al., 2015; Mengel et al., 2019)
● Race & Ethnicity (Aruguete et al., 2017; Reid, 2010)
● Native language & Accent (Fan et al., 2019; Hamermesh & Parker, 2005)
● Age (Arbuckle & Williams, 2003; Mengel et al., 2019)
The social and cultural diversity factors that impact SET scores often coexist within a person
and we are unable to quantify the extent to which each factor impacts a score; therefore, we are
unable to correct for it. If we are unable to correct for the measure’s errors, how should this
measure be used? Given the inability of being able to correct for the bias, the data should not
be used the way it is currently.
B. University Recognition of Bias in SET
Either the SET instrument itself or the procedures for its administration and/or interpretation of
the data must attempt to control for factors of bias and/or externalities to teaching performance
beyond the control of the individual instructor. Given the University’s diversity goals, special
attention should be given to ways in which social and cultural diversity (in instructor/student
demographics and/or in course content or approach) may play a role in student feedback (DOC
2012-03, pg. 4)
● As far as we know, this has not been done.

● Update: Paul noted that department chairs received a type of bias training for
interpreting SET scores through the chair’s collaborative
C. Foregoing SET in Spring 2020
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic and the quick shift to online teaching at the university, on
4/23/2020, the Provost’s office emailed the faculty to notify them that “the Provost’s office is
waiving the normal requirement that SET results for Spring Term 2020 be used as one standard
component of faculty evaluations for annual performance or for promotion or tenure.” This
decision was made because, due to the disruptions of the spring term, “in many cases, SET
results will have little to do with the effectiveness of faculty teaching this semester.” While some
faculty may have faced fewer difficulties than others with transitioning to online learning, all
faculty were provided with the opportunity to forego the inclusion of the spring 2020 SET in their
merit and/or promotion & tenure materials.
The evidence for bias in SET is robust in that classrooms and student evaluations are affected
by bias. Therefore, racial and ethnically diverse faculty, women, and older faculty face chronic
disruptions that render their SET evaluation results have little to do with their teaching
effectiveness.
Why are we willing to forego using SET for evaluative purposes for one type of disruption but
not for other types of disruptions, especially when those disruptions are chronic and cannot be
corrected for?
III. Proposed Revision Regarding the use of SET
Faculty teaching should be examined holistically. Currently, there is an overreliance on SET
scores, both the individual faculty members’ average scores and the departmental average
scores.
A. SET as a Formative Tool for Faculty Development
1. SET evaluations must be used as a formative evaluation tool; as a formative tool, SET
information must be formalized and summarized for inclusion in faculty reflection
documents that are part of each unit’s promotion and tenure and merit review
procedures (SAPC, January 2022).
1. SET evaluation results will be made available to the individual faculty member,
his or her department chair, his or her dean, and other administrators (e.g.
provost, LTC staff) who need such information as part of their job functions (DOC
2014-02, pg. 4).
2. Department chairs will be asked to review the SET evaluation results for their
faculty in order to identify any patterns of problems among faculty SET evaluation
results.
3. Faculty will write a faculty reflection each year in which they respond to prompts
designed to better assess teaching effectiveness (prompts to be developed),
which includes faculty reflecting on their SET evaluation results.

2. SET evaluation results will not be used for merit, promotion, and/or tenure evaluations.
Faculty reflections on their teaching, which includes information from SET evaluation
results, will be used.
B. SET is Rated on a Categorical Scale of Measurement
1. SET evaluation results will be reported as frequencies rather than as averages. The data
recorded by the SET instrument is categorical, therefore, frequencies are most
appropriate summary information. Averages are most appropriate when the data is
continuous (e.g., a Likert scale). Faculty will be provided with their own frequencies;
department frequencies will not be calculated.
IV. Benefits of SET as a Formative Tool for Faculty Development
A. More innovative pedagogy
1. The University of Dayton seeks to promote distinctive innovative educational practice in
the classroom. One barrier to doing so rests with the university’s over-reliance on SET
scores for evaluating faculty performance, both for merit and for promotion and tenure.
2. Fear of low scores can encourage faculty to “play it safe”, or to attempt to “game the
system” to ensure equitable pay raises as well as higher likelihood of success in the
promotion and tenure process and greater merit pay.
3. By removing the overreliance on SET for merit, promotion, and tenure, faculty may be
more encouraged to engage in innovative pedagogical practices.
B. Richer faculty reflections
1. An overreliance on SET scores and scoring “above the department mean” leads to
faculty focusing on the positives of their teaching rather than deeply reflecting on their
pedagogy.
2. The proposed faculty reflections will include prompts (to be developed) that encourage
faculty to reflect on the pros and cons of their teaching.
3. With a focus on faculty development as teachers, faculty may be more likely to discuss
what worked and what did not work in the classroom, as well as what they learned from
trying new teaching methods and techniques.
C. Consistency with the University’s Diversity, Equity, and Inclusion Goals
1. SET scores historically suffer from biases which target women and minority group
members. This occurs in contradistinction to the University of Dayton is commitment to
excellence in Diversity, Equity and Inclusivity.
2. Removing direct SET scores from merit, promotion, and tenure decisions supports the
University of Dayton’s mission to be an antiracist university.

